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REPLY BRIEF 

In response to the Examiner's Answer mailed on August 21, 2008, Appellant respectfully 
submits the following remarks. 
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REMARKS 

Appellant submits the following remarks in response to the Examiner's Answer. In these 
remarks, Appellant addresses certain arguments presented in the Examiner's Answer. While 
only certain arguments are addressed in this Reply Brief, this should not be construed that 
Appellant agrees with the other arguments presented in the Examiner's Answer. 

ALLOWABLE SUBJECT MATTER 
Appellant wishes to thank the Examiner for the indication in the Examiner's Answer that 
Claims 12-22 are allowed and that Claims 6-10 and 28-32 would be allowable of rewritten in 
independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Response to Response to Argument of Examiner's Answer 

On pages 9-10 of the Examiner's Answer, it is asserted that Talpade discloses that 
"automatically implementing said appropriate response to mitigate damage to said network of 
computing resources from said unauthorized intrusion by isolating said remotely located 
computing resource " (emphasis added) as claimed. Appellant respectfully disagrees with this 
assertion. 

Appellant notes that MPEP §2131 provides: 

"A claim is anticipated only if each and every element as set forth in the claim is 
found, either expressly or inherently described, in a single prior art reference." 
Verdegaal Bros. v. Union Oil Co. of California, 814 F.2d 628, 631, 2 USPQ2d 
1051, 1053 (Fed. Cir. 1987). ... "The identical invention must be shown in as 
complete detail as is contained in the ... claim." Richardson v. Suzuki Motor Co., 
868 F.2d 1226, 1236, 9 USPQ2d 1913, 1920 (Fed. Cir. 1989). The elements must 
be arranged as required by the claim. 
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Appellant understands the Examiner's Answer to assert that Talpade discloses "isolating 
said remotely located computing resource" by disclosing configuring "a filter router to advertise 
new routing information to the border and edge routers of the ISP network" (Abstract). 
Appellant respectfully submits that advertising new routing information, as disclosed in Talpade, 
does not anticipate "isolating said remotely located computing resource" as claimed. 

Talpade recites "[a]t the filter router, the attack traffic and non-attack traffic are 
automatically filtered to remove the attack traffic. The non-attack traffic is passed back onto the 
ISP network for routing towards the customer network " (emphasis added; Abstract). In a 
particular embodiment, Talpade discloses that "[t]he new routing information instructs the border 
and edge routers to reroute all DDoS and non-DDoS traffic directed at the customer network 
under attack to the filter router using the IP-in-IP tunnels" ([0009]). Moreover, Talpade 
discloses "[t]he redirected DDoS and non-DDoS traffic from the border and edge routers is 
automatically passed through these filters, removing the DDoS traffic. The non-DDoS traffic is 
forwarded back onto the ISP network and routed towards the customer network " (emphasis 
added; [0010]). 

Therefore, Appellant respectfully submits that Talpade does not anticipate "automatically 
implementing said appropriate response to mitigate damage to said network of computing 
resources from said unauthorized intrusion by isolating said remotely located computing 
resource " (emphasis added) as claimed. In contrast, Appellant respectfully submits that the 
customer network is not isolated because the filter router forwards non-DDoS traffic back to the 
customer network, and thus continues to receive communication. 
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CONCLUSION 

In view of the above remarks, Appellant continues to assert that pending Claims 1-5, 11, 
23-27 and 33 are not anticipated by Talpade, for reasons presented above and for reasons 
previously presented in the Appeal Brief. 



Respectfully submitted, 
Wagner Blecher LLP 



Dated: 10/21/2008 /John P. Wagner, Jr./ 

John P. Wagner, Jr. 
Registration Number: 35,398 

Wagner Blecher LLP 
123 Westridge Drive 
Watsonville, CA 95076 
(408) 377-0500 
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